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ADDENDUM  TO  REPORT: 


It  must  be  stressed  that  this  report  constitutes  an  internal  review  of  these 
KGS  Classifications  and  that  individual  appeals  have  been  analyzed  only  for 
their  bearing  on  the  technical  correctness  of  the  overall  KGS.  The  summaries 
of  arguments  and  issues  are  not  designed  to  be  comprehensive,  nor  to  address 
issues  or  policy  concerns,  but  merely  to  identify  the  principal  technical 
arguments  raised  by  an  appellant.   This  report  is  not  intended  as  an 
adjudication  of  these  individual  appeals.   Similarly,  service  of  this  report 
on  individual  appellants  and  the  Board  is  made  only  for  the  purpose  of 
notifying  interested  members  of  the  public  of  the  Bureau's  actions,  and  is  not 
intended  to  constitute  a  filing  of  additional  arguments  in  any  of  the  appeals. 
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AUDIT  REPORT 
OF  32  KNOWN  GEOLOGIC  STRUCTURE  (KGS)  CLASSIFICATIONS 

Executive  Summary 

As  the  result  of  ongoing  quality  assurance  efforts,  the  Director,  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM),  requested  a  review  of  32  Known  Geologic  Structure  (KGS) 
classifications  involved  in  appeals  before  the  Interior  Board  of  Land  Appeals 
(IBLA).  The  KGSs  involve  92  separate  appeals. 

KGS  classification  by  the  BLM  may  result  in:  1)  the  rejection  of  a 
noncompetitive  oil  and  gas  lease  offer,  or  2)  an  increase  in  the  rental  rate 
for  a  current  oil  and  gas  lease.   An  appeal  of  a  KGS  classification  must  be 
filed  with  IBLA  along  with  a  Statement  of  Reasons  (SOR).   BLM  may  then  respond 
to  the  appellant's  SOR. 

The  audit  team  of  KGS  experts  visited  12  BLM  field  offices  (2  State  Offices 
and  10  District  Offices)  during  the  period  September  15  through  October  16, 
1987.   Most  of  the  32  KGS  classifications  reviewed  were  technically  and 
procedurally  correct.   In  general,  they  were  based  on  a  thorough  geologic 
evaluation  by  experienced  petroleum  geologists  and  reviewed  by  senior 
petroleum  geologists  with  KGS  experience.   Two  KGS  classifications  were  found 
to  have  technical  or  procedural  errors. 

The  team  recommended  remand  for  three  appeals  involving  these  two  KGS 
classifications.   The  three  appeals  recommended  for  remand  are:  IBLA  86-0391, 
Steinle  Ranch  KGS,  Casper  District  Office,  Wyoming;  IBLA  86-1067,  Unnamed  KGS 
(Rio  Puerco),  Albuquerque  District  Office,  New  Mexico;  and  IBLA  86-1492, 
Unnamed  KGS  (Rio  Puerco),  Albuquerque  District  Office,  New  Mexico. 

In  general,  the  appellant's  arguments:  (1)  indicated  a  lack  of  understanding 
of  Federal  law  and  regulations;  (2)  indicated  a  lack  of  understanding  of  the 
KGS  definition  in  43  CFR;  or  (3)  presented  a  geologic  interpretation  which 
differs  from  the  BLM's  geologic  interpretation. 

The  audit  team  recommends:   (1)  The  Bureau  request  remand  of  the  three 
appeals:   IBLA  86-0391,  Steinle  Ranch;  IBLA  86-1067,  Unnamed  KGS  (Rio  Puerco); 
and  IBLA  86-1492,  Unnamed  KGS  (Rio  Puerco).   (2)  The  Tulsa  District  Office 
study  the  new  wells  outside  the  Hemphill  KGS,  Texas,  for  a  possible  addition 
to  the  KGS.   (3)  The  Milwaukee  District  Office  study  the  producing  wells 
recently  drilled  outside  the  Newaygo-Mecosta  KGS,  Michigan,  for  a  possible 
addition  to  the  KGS.   (4)  BLM  field  offices  respond  to  the  appellant's 
Statements  of  Reasons  in  those  cases  where  no  response  had  been  prepared,  and 
request  permission  from  IBLA  to  clarify  the  responses  to  the  SOR  where 
indicated  in  the  report.   (5)  The  Bureau  hold  a  workshop  on  the  proper  way  to 
answer  SORs .   and  (6)  The  Bureau  establish  a  permanent  KGS  Technical 
Assistance  Committee  as  the  focal  point  for  all  KGS  expert  advice. 


INTRODUCTION 


As  a  result  of  ongoing  quality  assurance  efforts,  the  Director,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM),  requested  a  review  of  all  the  pending  KGS  appeals.   The 
purpose  of  the  review  was  to  identify  technical  situations  which  require 
policy  resolution. 

The  IBLA  had  92  KGS  appeals  pending  on  August  6,  1987  (Appendix).   The  BLM 
offices  of  record  for  the  appealed  KGS  classifications  are  listed  below: 


Office  of  record  * 
California 

Bakersfield  DO 


Colorado  SO 


No.  of  Appeals     No.  of  KGSs 


3 
2 


2 

2 


Eastern  States 
Milwaukee  DO 
Jackson  DO 


18 
4 


1 
3 


Montana  SO 


New  Mexico 

Albuquerque  DO 
Roswell  DO 
Tulsa  DO 


4 

13 

15 


3 
3 
1 


Wyoming 

Casper  DO 
Rawlins  DO 
Rock  Springs  DO 
Worland  DO 

Grand  total 


4 
10 
13 

3 

92 


4 
3 

4 
3 

32 


*  SO  -  BLM  State  Office;   DO  -  BLM  District  Office. 

Most  of  the  appeals  (84)  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  three  BLM  State 
Offices:   Eastern  States  (22),  New  Mexico  (32),  and  Wyoming  (30).   The  other  8 
appeals  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  three  other  BLM  State  Offices: 
California  (3),  Colorado  (2),  and  Montana  (3). 

The  92  appeals  involve  32  KGS  classifications.   Eighteen  KGS  classifications 
have  one  appeal  each.   The  other  14  KGS  classifications  have  2  or  more  appeals 
each. 


Background 

Three  questions  are  pertinent  to  the  discussion  of  KGS  appeals:   (1)  Who  can 
file  an  appeal?   (2)  Where  is  the  appeal  filed?  and   (3)  How  is  the  appeal 
processed? 

Known  Geologic  Structure  (KGS)  classifications  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment may  result  in  the  rejection  of  an  oil  and  gas  lease  offer  or  an  increase 
in  the  rental  rate  for  a  current  oil  and  gas  lease.   When  Federal  land  has 
been  classified  as  KGS,  all  leases  within  those  lands  must  be  issued 
competitively.   Therefore,  all  pending  noncompetitive  lease  applications  for 
these  lands  are  rejected.   In  addition,  the  rental  rate  for  current  oil  and 
gas  leases  which  have  been  included  in  a  KGS  increases  from  J31  to  $2  per 
acre.   The  Bureau  issues  a  decision  letter  to  all  affected  parties,  along  with 
instructions  on  how  to  appeal  the  decision. 

The  affected  parties  may  appeal  the  decision  under  43  CFR  3101.7-5  to  the 
Interior  Board  of  Land  Appeals  (IBLA)  for  an  administrative  review.   The 
appellant  may  seek  judicial  review  of  the  IBLA  decision,  first  in  the  U.S. 
District  Court  and  then  in  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals.   If  a  party  loses  in  the 
Court  of  Appeals,  it  may  request  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  to  review  the  case. 

An  appeal  may  challenge  administrative  procedures  or  the  conclusions  of  the 
geologic  study  which  resulted  in  the  KGS  classification.   An  appeal  of  a  KGS 
classification  must  be  filed  with  IBLA,  a  component  of  The  Office  of  Hearings 
and  Appeals  which  acts  for  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.   Regulations 
governing  the  Office  of  Hearings  and  Appeals  and  its  various  components  are 
published  in  43  CFR  Part  4. 

A  notice  of  appeal  must  be  filed  within  30  days  of  receipt  of  an  adverse 
decision.   Within  30  days  of  filing  of  the  notice  of  appeal,  a  Statement  of 
Reasons  (SOR)  for  the  appeal  must  also  be  filed  by  the  appellant.   The  BLM  has 
30  days  after  receipt  of  the  Statement  of  Reasons  to  respond  to  the 
appellant's  SOR.   The  response  to  the  appellant's  SOR  is  the  Bureau's  answer 
to  the  appeal.   The  Interior  Department's  Office  of  the  Solicitor  normally 
represents  BLM  before  IBLA. 

Upon  notice  of  appeal,  the  BLM  submits  the  KGS  geologic  report  to  the  IBLA. 
In  responding  to  a  Statement  of  Reasons,  the  BLM  discusses  all  arguments 
raised  by  the  appellant  which  involve  KGS  policy,  procedures,  and  geology.   A 
response  to  a  SOR  is  considered  to  be  a  supplement  to  a  KGS  geologic  report. 
Supporting  data  may  include  geologic  maps,  cross  sections,  data  tables,  well 
logs  or  other  graphics. 

The  geologic  part  of  a  response  to  a  SOR  for  a  KGS  appeal  is  a  technical 
report  and  may  contain  Proprietary  and  Confidential  Information  (P/Cl).   When 
P/CI  are  present,  BLM  transmits  these  data  to  IBLA  and  requests  that  the  IBLA 
protect  the  P/CI  from  improvident  disclosure. 


Audit  Team 

The  Assistant  Director,  Energy  and  Mineral  Resources  requested  that  the  KGS 
experts  on  the  ad  hoc  KGS  Technical  Assistance  Committee  (TAC)  form  a  team  to 
audit  the  92  appeals  and  the  KGS  classifications  upon  which  those  appeals  are 
based.   Each  member  of  the  team  was  chosen  for  his  knowledge  and  experience  in 
KGS  classification. 

The  audit  team  members  are:   John  Bebout,  Larry  Godwin,  Gary  Horton,  Rick 
Hunter,  John  Kennedy,  and  Wayne  Melton.   Each  member  is  a  senior  petroleum 
geologist  with  years  of  experience  in  the  KGS  program.   Each  has:  (1)  earned  a 
degree  in  geology  from  a  major  university  (many  also  have  advanced  degrees  in 
geology);  (2)  prepared  KGS  classifications;  (3)  reviewed  KGS  classifications; 
(4)  managed  the  KGS  program  at  various  levels;  and  (5)  participated  in 
developing  procedures  for  KGS  classification. 

The  audit  team,  led  by  Larry  Godwin,  visited  12  BLM  field  offices  (2  State 
Offices  and  10  District  Offices)  during  the  period  September  15  through 
October  16,  1987. 

Method  of  Audit 

Each  BLM  field  office  assembled:   the  KGS  geologic  report,  the  KGS  working 
casefile,  all  pertinent  geologic  data  including  well  logs,  the  appellant's 
Statement  of  Reasons  (SOR),  the  BLM's  response  to  SOR,  and  all  other  pertinent 
information. 

The  team  reviewed  each  appealed  KGS  classification  and  each  appeal.   The  audit 
procedure  follows: 

Audit  procedure  for  appealed  KGS  classifications 

Technical  evaluation  of  BLM's  KGS  classification 

1.  Independent  review  of  KGS  report  and  maps  by  each  team  member. 

Geologic  report: 

Does  report  contain  essential  information  to  support  the  KGS 
classification? 
Geologic  map: 

Does  the  geologic  map  depict  a  reasonable  geologic  interpreta- 
tion of  the  oil-  or  gas-bearing  reservoir? 
Is  the  limit  of  the  trap  shown? 
Are  all  data  points  honored? 
Does  the  geologic  map  support  the  text? 

2.  Team  discussion  of  KGS. 

Does  the  KGS  follow  BLM  procedures?* 

Is  the  geologic  interpretation  of  the  trap  reasonable? 

3.  Documentation  of  KGS  review. 


*  KGSs  were  evaluated  against  the  standards  and  procedures  that  were  in 
effect  at  the  time  they  were  delineated.  Several  of  the  older  KGSs  do  not  meet 
current  standards  for  documentation,  although  they  met  the  documentation 
standards  that  were  in  effect  at  the  time  they  were  made,  and  are  otherwise 
technically  and  procedurally  correct.  In  such  cases,  remands  were  not 
recommended. 
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Review  of  appellant's  Statement  of  Reasons: 

1.  Independent  review  of  appellant's  SOR  by  each  team  member. 

2.  Team  discussion  of  SOR. 

3.  Written  summary  of  arguments  in  SOR. 

Review  and  evaluation  of  BLM's  response  to  appellant's  SOR: 

1.  Did  the  Bureau  respond  to  all  of  the  appellant's  arguments? 

2.  Were  the  responses  technically  adequate? 

3.  Did  the  response  to  the  SOR  adequately  cover  BLM  policy? 

4.  Written  summary  of  BLM  response  to  SOR. 

Team's  recommendation: 

Do  not  remand  or  remand,  with  reasons. 

During  the  audit,  whenever  questions  arose  which  were  not  answered  in  the 
appeal  casefile,  the  team  requested  additional  information  from  the  KGS 
reviewer  or  the  KGS  geologist.   When  information  was  not  available  in  the 
office  of  record,  the  information  was  obtained  from  the  BLM  State  Office,  the 
Office  of  the  Solicitor  or  the  Interior  Board  of  Land  Appeals. 

Upon  completion  of  the  audit,  when  time  permitted,  the  team  met  with  the  KGS 
personnel  in  the  office  to  discuss  the  audit.   The  team  discussed  the  findings 
of  the  audit  with  the  Manager  and  advised  him  of  the  team's  recommendations 
for  all  appeals  in  that  office.   When  all  cases  in  a  state  had  been  audited, 
the  team  discussed  the  findings  with  the  State  Director. 

The  team  first  visited  the  Rawlins  District  Office  in  Wyoming  in  order  to 
review  the  O'Connell  appeal  on  the  Washakie  Basin  KGS.   The  IBLA  had  recently 
ruled  in  favor  of  appellant  O'Connell  stating  that  the  appellant  had  shown  by 
a  preponderance  of  the  evidence  that  the  KGS  was  improper  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  lands  under  appeal. 

SUMMARIES  OF  APPEALS 

The  audit  team  prepared  a  summary  for  each  of  the  92  KGS  appeals.   In  the 
report,  the  team  lists  the  appeals  by  BLM  office  of  record  for  the  appealed 
KGS  classification.   Because  many  of  the  KGS  classifications  have  more  than 
one  appeal,  the  KGS  classification  is  reviewed  first,  followed  by  a  summary  of 
each  appeal  related  to  that  KGS.   At  the  end  of  the  appeal  summary,  the  team 
includes  a  recommendation  on  whether  or  not  to  remand  the  appeal. 

The  appeal  summaries  are  arranged  alphabetically  by  BLM  State  and  District 
Offices . 


CALIFORNIA  STATE  OFFICE 


BAKERSFIELD  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 


OXNARD  KGS 

The  team  found  that  the  KGS  is  technically  sound  and  procedurally  correct. 
The  lands  are  properly  classified  as  KGS.   The  basis  of  the  KGS  is  oil 
production  from  tar  sand  in  the  lower  Pico  Formation  3  miles  to  the  east.   The 
limit  of  the  trap  is  the  zero  isopach  of  the  lower  Pico  tar  sand.   The  report 
discusses  the  criteria  used  to  delineate  the  lands.   All  data  points  were 
honored. 

IBLA  86-233  APPELLANT  -  G.  F.  D'UNGER 

The  appellant  asserts  that  the  KGS  is  arbitrary  and  not  supported  by 
factual  data.   He  cites  several  geologic  and  administrative  objections: 
(1)  five  wells  east  of  Oxnard  Naval  Base  did  not  test  any  tar  sand;  (2) 
the  interpretation  of  tar  sand  in  the  well  log  may  be  erroneous;  (3) 
dry  holes  fall  within  the  zero  isopach  along  the  western  boundary;  (4) 
the  KGS  was  prepared  by  a  geophysicist ,  not  a  geologist;  and  (5)  the 
BLM  failed  to  follow  procedures  outlined  in  their  own  manual,  the 
Keplinger  Report,  and  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  Report. 

The  District's  response  to  the  SOR  adequately  reviews  all  issues  raised 
by  the  appellant.   All  dry  holes  mentioned  in  the  SOR  which  had 
positive  indications  of  tar  sand  were  included  within  the  zero  isopach, 
all  others  are  outside.   The  author  of  the  KGS,  Ken  Holden,  has  a 
degree  and  experience  in  geology  as  well  as  in  geophysics. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 


IBLA  86-252  APPELLANT  -  S.  E.  BUBALA 

[SAME  STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  AS  IBLA  86-233] 
RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 


CALIFORNIA  STATE  OFFICE 

BAKERSFIELD  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 

NORTH  RAMONA  KGS 

The  team  found  that  the  KGS  is  technically  sound  and  defensible. 

IBLA  86-1597  APPELLANT  -  W.  PLOMIS 

The  appellant  contends  that  if  BLM  lacked  sufficient  data  to  classify 
the  lands  as  KGS  at  the  time  of  the  simultaneous  lease  offering,  then 
there  is  not  sufficient  data  to  justify  the  KGS.  The  BLM  should, 
therefore,  issue  the  lease. 

The  District  did  not  prepare  a  response  to  the  SOR.   The  team  feels 
that  an  explanation  of  the  long-standing  clearlisting  process  should  be 
provided  to  the  IBLA  along  with  a  discussion  of  the  geologic  data 
available  to  the  Bureau  at  that  time. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

Coordinate  with  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor  and 
prepare  a  response  to  the  SOR,  if  possible. 


COLORADO  STATE  OFFICE 


SULPHUR  CREEK  KGS 


After  reviewing  the  KGS  report  and  maps,  the  team  found  that  the  KGS  is 
technically  sound  and  defensible. 

IBLA  87-0096  APPELLANT  -  P.  LAUDON 

The  appellant  contends  that:  (1)  the  KGS  determination  was  capricious, 

arbitrary,  and  at  variance  with  geologic  facts;  (2)  the  data  are 

extrapolated  too  far;  and  (3)  there  is  a  dry  hole  offsetting  the  tract 
in  question. 

The  State  Office's  response  to  the  SOR  reviews  all  issues  raised  by  the 
appellant.   The  maximum  projection  of  the  data  is  no  more  than  3  miles 
(reasonable  for  a  regional  study);  the  KGS  is  defined  by  the  limits  of 
the  productive  and  presumptively  productive  areas  as  determined  by 
geologic  study;  and  the  dry  hole  in  question  was  perforated  in  two 
zones  and  produced  water  with  a  slight  amount  of  gas. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

GREATER  DOUGLAS  KGS 

The  team  found  that  the  KGS  is  technically  sound  and  defensible. 

IBLA  87-0496  APPELLANT  -  ROBERT  AND  DOROTHY  RADANT 

The  appellant  presented  no  geologic  arguments. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

IBLA  affirmed  the  Bureau  decision. 


EASTERN  STATES  OFFICE 

JACKSON  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 

BAYOU  MIDDLE  FORK-NW  ANTIOCH  KGS 

tatxon  indicates  that  the  KGS  is  technically  sound  and  procedurally  correct. 

IBLA  85-0609  APPELLANT  -  CAROL  HOFFMAN 

The  appellant  contends  that:  (1)  structural  controls  were  used  to 
Classify  the  lands  and  that  the  area  is  one  of  stratigraphic  entrapment 
of  hydrocarbons;  (2)  15  sections  containing  dry  holes"  located  between 
the  producing  fields  were  ignored  by  the  BLM;  and  (3)  the  BLM  changed 
the  KGS  classification  rules  in  midstream. 

The  District's  response  to  the  SOR  adequately  discusses  the  issues 
raised  by  the  appellant. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

BATSON-LOWGAP  KGS 

The  KGS  file  was  not  available  for  review  by  the  team;  the  documentation  had 
been  sent  to  Eastern  States  Office.   The  material  available  to  the  team 
indicated  that  the  KGS  is  technically  sound  and  procedurally  correct. 

IBLA  87-0546  APPELLANT  -  R.  J.  CALHOON 

The  appellant  asserts  that:  (1)  the  lands  in  question  are  not  situated 
within  the  productive  limits  of  the  Batson-Lowgap  field;  (2)  plugged 
and  abandoned  wells  separate  the  lease  in  question  from  production-  and 
UJ  the  acreage  is  structurally  below  the  producing  area. 

The  response  to  the  SOR  discussed  neither  the  plugged  and  abandoned 
wells  mentioned  by  the  appellant  nor  the  structural  location  of  the 
land  in  question. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

The  District  should  consult  with  the  Office  of  the 
Solicitor  and,  if  possible,  prepare  a  clarification  of 
the  SOR  to  discuss  the  plugged  and  abandoned  wells. 


EASTERN  STATES  OFFICE 

JACKSON  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 

BATSON-LOWGAP  KGS  (cont.) 

IBLA  86-0232  APPELLANT  -  PETEX,  INC. 

The  appellant  argues  that:  (1)  the  KGS  is  arbitrary;  (2)  the  well 
closest  to  the  lands  is  a  dry  hole;  (2)  the  nearest  production  is  1  1/4 
miles  southeast  of  the  lands  in  question;  and  (4)  existing  production 
is  on  the  other  side  of  a  fault. 

The  response  to  SOR  discussed  the  policy  of  classifying  KGS  lands.  The 
lease  was  correctly  identified  as  being  within  a  producing  fault  block. 
The  response  did  not  discuss  the  dry  hole  cited  by  the  appellant. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

The  District  should  consult  with  the  Office  of  the 
Solicitor  and,  if  possible,  prepare  a  clarification  of 
the  SOR  to  discuss  the  dry  hole. 

MARY  ANN  FIELD  KGS 

The  team  found  that  the  KGS  is  technically  sound  and  procedurally  correct 

IBLA  87-0642  APPELLANT  -  E.  F.  SCHOLLS 

[NO  STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  RECEIVED  BY  THE  JACKSON  DISTRICT  OFFICE] 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

The  District  should  prepare  a  response  to  the  SOR  when 
it  is  received. 
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EASTERN  STATES  OFFICE 

MILWAUKEE  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 

NEWAYGO-MECOSTA  KGS 

The  team  found  that  the  KGS  is  procedurally  correct  and  technically  sound.   We 
believe  that  it  is  defensible.   The  reservoir  in  the  Prairie  du  Chien 
Formation  is  vertically  stacked,  horizontally  discontinuous,  overlapping 
carbonate  beds  which  contain  gas.   The  reservoir  is  draped  over  a  structural 
high  and  this  structural  trap  is  considered  to  be  filled  to  closure.   The 
structure  is  based  in  part  on  well  log  evaluation  and  in  part  on  an 
interpretation  of  a  magnetic  anomaly.   The  geologic  evaluation  relies  on 
published  literature  and  conclusions  reached  in  a  Doctoral  thesis.   All 
available  data  were  researched  at  the  time  the  KGS  was  prepared  and  the  report 
clearly  details  the  logic  and  methods  used  to  define  the  limits  of  the  KGS. 

IBLA  87-0149  APPELLANT  -  BRUNO  D'AGOSTINO 

The  appellant  contends  that:  (1)  no  reasonably  defined  producing 
structure  exists;  (2)  there  are  only  3  producing  wells  in  the  Prairie 
du  Chien;  (3)  there  are  numerous  dry  holes;  (4)  there  are  only  30 
pertinent  wells;  (5)  well  control  is  insufficient  for  such  a  large  KGS. 

The  District  is  preparing  a  response  to  this  SOR.   The  team  believes 
that  the  District  can  adequately  respond  to  all  these  contentions. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

Prepare  response  to  appellant's  SOR's.  Begin  a  study 
to  increase  the  size  of  the  KGS  to  include  all  nearby 
producing  wells  drilled  since  the  KGS  was  classified. 


IBLA  87-553  APPELLANT  -  JACK  GRYNBERG 

The  appellant  argues  that:  (1)  2  dry  holes  are  present  in  sec.  20;  (2) 
well  control  for  the  KGS  is  inadequate;  (3)  the  nearest  production  is  5 
miles  from  land  in  question;  (4)  the  key  method  of  classification  of 
KGS  was  evaluation  of  magnetic  and  gravity  data;  (5)  the  magnetic 
anomaly  reflects  basement  rocks  not  structure;  (6)  Jenning  #  1-9A  well, 
the  highest  well  on  the  structure,  is  a  nonproducer;  therefore,  the  gas 
is  stratigraphically  controlled;  (7)  correlation  has  not  been  shown 
between  the  magnetic  anomaly  and  established  Prairie  du  Chien 
production;  (8)  there  are  too  few  wells  (only  3)  to  define  such  a  large 
feature;  and  (9)  a  KGS  should  not  be  based  on  theories  and  hypotheses. 

The  District  is  preparing  a  response  to  this  SOR.   The  team  believes 
that  the  District  can  adequately  respond  to  all  of  these  arguments. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

Prepare  response  to  appellant's  SOR's.  Begin  a  study 
to  increase  the  size  of  the  KGS  to  include  all  nearby 
producing  wells  drilled  since  the  KGS  was  classified. 
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EASTERN  STATES  OFFICE 


MILWAUKEE  DISTRICT  OFFICE; 


NEWAYGO-MECOSTA  KGS  (cont.) 


IBLA  86-1620 


APPELLANT  -  LEON  F.  SCULLY,  JR 


The  appellant  argues  that:  (1)  Wolverine  Gas  and  Oil  Co.  drilled  2 
unsuccessful  wells  in  the  Prairie  du  Chien  Formation  (PdC);  (2)  the  PdC 
trap  is  controlled  by  the  same  structure  as  the  structurally  higher 
fields;  (3)  magnetic  surveys  are  only  used  in  oil  and  gas  as  a 
preliminary  reconnaissance  tool;  (4)  all  PdC  fields  underlie  or  are 
adjacent  to  existing  shallow  fields;  (5)  the  KGS  map  has  numerous 
errors;  (6)  structure  contours  at  Seana  #1  well  are  incorrect  by  at 
least  1300  feet;  (7)  Harris-State  Grant  #1  well  is  not  shown  on  map; 
(8)  a  logical  geological  reason  is  not  given  for  closure  of  the  7000-ft 
contour  on  the  northern  part  of  the  KGS;  (9)  BLM  was  not  in  compliance 
with  section  H  of  the  KGS  manual;  (10)  BLM  ignored  data  submitted  to 
Michigan  Geological  Survey;  (11)  there  is  no  oil/ gas/water  contact;  and 
(12)  BLM  did  not  adequately  consider  all  pertinent  and  relevant 
information  and  competitive  interest. 

The  District  is  preparing  a  response  to  this  SOR.   The  team  believes 
that  the  District  can  adequately  respond  to  all  these  contentions. 


RECOMMENDATION: 


Do  not  remand. 

Prepare  response  to  appellant's  SOR's.  Begin  a  study 
to  increase  the  size  of  the  KGS  to  include  all  nearby 
producing  wells  drilled  since  the  KGS  was  classified. 


IBLA  86-1621  APPELLANT  -  LEON  F.  SCULLY,  JR. 

[SAME  STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  AS  IBLA  86-1620] 

IBLA  86-1622  APPELLANT  -  LEON  F.  SCULLY,  JR. 

[SAME  STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  AS  IBLA  86-1620] 

IBLA  87-0090  APPELLANT  -  LEON  F.  SCULLY,  JR. 

[SAME  STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  AS  IBLA  86-1620] 

IBLA  87-0041  APPELLANT  -  EILEEN  SCULLY 

[SAME  STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  AS  IBLA  86-1620] 
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EASTERN  STATES  OFFICE 
MILWAUKEE  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 
NEWAYGO-MECOSTA  KGS  (cont.) 

IBLA  87-0088  APPELLANT  -  EXCELSIOR  EXPLN.  CORP. 

[SAME  STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  AS  IBLA  86-1620] 

IBLA  86-1619  APPELLANT  -  EILEEN  SCULLY 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  SAME  AS  IBLA  86-1620] 

IBLA  87-0040  APPELLANT  -  ROBERT  E.  ECKELS 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  NOT  RECEIVED] 

IBLA  87-0060  APPELLANT  -  JANET  I.  WHITE 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  NOT  RECEIVED  -  DUE  LATE  NOVEMBER] 

IBLA  87-0061  APPELLANT  -  WILFRED  PLOMIS 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  NOT  RECEIVED  -  DUE  LATE  NOVEMBER] 

IBLA  87-0062  APPELLANT  -  GEORGE  HAYMANS ,  III 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  NOT  RECEIVED  -  DUE  LATE  NOVEMBER] 

IBLA  87-0243  APPELLANT  -  WILFRED  PLOMIS 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  NOT  RECEIVED  -  DUE  LATE  NOVEMBER] 

IBLA  87-0244  APPELLANT  -  PENINSULAR  OIL 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  NOT  RECEIVED  -  DUE  LATE  NOVEMBER] 

IBLA  87-0245  APPELLANT  -  PENINSULAR  OIL 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  NOT  RECEIVED  -  DUE  LATE  NOVEMBER] 
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EASTERN  STATES  OFFICE 


MILWAUKEE  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 


NEWAYGO-MECOSTA  KGS  (cont.) 

IBLA  87-0246  APPELLANT  -  GEORGE  HAYMANS 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  NOT  RECEIVED  -  DUE  LATE  NOVEMBER] 

IBLA  87-0259  APPELLANT  -  PENINSULAR  OIL 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  NOT  RECEIVED  -  DUE  LATE  NOVEMBER] 

A  consolidated  SOR  is  being  prepared  by  the  above  appellants  to  be 
filed  with  IBLA  by  late  November;  the  District  must  respond  30  days 
after  receipt  of  the  final  SOR.   Several  producing  PdC  wells  have  been 
drilled  outside  the  KGS  since  it  was  classified.   These  data  provide 
the  basis  for  expanding  the  KGS.   The  team  agrees  with  the  author  that 
the  PdC  trap  is  both  s tratigraphic  and  structural.   The  lands  to  be 
added  to  the  KGS  are  beyond  the  structure  of  the  original  KGS.   This 
portion  of  the  trap  appears  to  be  stratigraphically  controlled.   A 
study  of  the  porosity  and  permeability  of  the  trap  may  prove  useful. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

Prepare  response  to  appellant's  SOR's  when  they  are 
received.   Begin  a  study  to  increase  the  size  of  the 
KGS  to  include  all  nearby  producing  PdC  wells  drilled 
since  the  KGS  was  classified. 
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MONTANA  STATE  OFFICE: 

TRENTON  KGS 

The   team   found   that    the   KGS    is    technically   and   procedurally   sound   and 
defensible. 

IBLA  86-0186  APPELLANT   -  L.    J.    SIMONS 

The  appellant   argues    that  he    found   acquired   lands    that    the   U.S.   was   not 
even   aware   of,    filed   on    them  via   over-the-counter,    and    then  was    denied 
the   lease. 

The  response  to  the  Statement  of  Reasons  is  reasonable  and  answers  all 
issues  raised  by  the  appellant.  The  land  that  the  appellant  filed  for 
is    located   in   a   presumptively   productive   area. 

RECOMMENDATION:      Do  not   remand. 


UNNAMED   KGS 

After  review  of  the  KGS  report  and  maps,  the  team  found  that  this  KGS  is 
technically  and  procedurally  sound  and  defensible. 

IBLA  86-1481  APPELLANT  -  C.  J.  RYDZEWSKI 

The  appellant  contends  that:  (1)  there  has  been  no  drilling  since  1977; 
(2)  the  last  known  wells  drilled  were  not  commercial  and  there  was  no 
followup  drilling;  and,  (3)  while  he  admits  the  gas  shows,  there  is  no 
structure. 

The  response  to  the  SOR  adequately  answered  all  the  issues  raised  by 
the  appellant.   The  wells  referred  to  by  the  appellant  as  noncom- 
mercial have  been  verified  as  shut-in  (capable  of  production).   In 
fact,  the  tract  in  question  contains  a  shut-in  well. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 
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MONTANA  STATE  OFFICE: 

NORTH  BILLINGS  NOSE  -  BAKKEN  KGS 

The  team  found  that  the  KGS  is  technically  and  procedurally  correct  and 
defensible.   The  reservoir  is  stratigraphic.   The  parameters  of  the  oil 
reservoir  are:  fracturing  of  the  black  shale,  a  porous  sandy  zone,  and 
porosity  in  the  black  shale.   Normally,  the  Bakken  Formation  is  considered  a 
source  bed  for  petroleum;  however,  fracturing  of  the  black  shales  on 
structures  within  the  KGS  has  produced  reservoirs  capable  of  production. 
There  are  33  wells  in  the  KGS  producing  oil  from  the  Bakken  Formation. 

IBLA  87-0163  APPELLANT  -  SINCLAIR  OIL  CORPORATION 

The  appellant  argues  that:  (1)  the  KGS  supposes  the  existence  of  a  vast 
hydrocarbon  trap  in  the  Bakken,  while  many  dry  holes  disprove  this 
theory;  (2)  the  nearest  Bakken  production  to  the  lands  in  question  is  2 
miles  away  while  there  are  two  dry  holes  in  sees.  17  and  19;  and  (3) 
the  KGS  does  not  meet  the  intention  of  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  1920. 

The  response  to  the  SOR  adequately  answers  all  issues  raised  by  the 
appellant.   The  dry  holes  referred  to  contain  one  or  more  of  the 
classification  criteria  used  to  establish  the  KGS.   The  Bakken,  within 
the  limits  established,  is  one  continuous  trap;  there  are  33  Bakken 
producers  in  the  KGS. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 
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NEW  MEXICO  STATE  OFFICE 

ALBUQUERQUE  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 

BISTI  KGS 

The  team  found  the  KGS  is  geologically  sound.   The  reservoir  is  interpreted 
from  shows  in  the  back  bar  facies  of  the  Gallup  Formation.   Five  cross 
sections  and  a  structure  map  were  prepared.   The  geologic  evaluation  of  the 
reservoir  is  correct. 

IBLA  87-0381  APPELLANT  -  H.  PTASYNSKI 

The  appellant  asserts  that:  (1)  the  area  cannot  be  presumed  to  be 
productive;  (2)  the  Bisti  field  produces  from  the  offshore  bar  facies 
only;  (3)  there  is  no  evidence  to  support  the  fracture  production 
hypothesis;  and  (4)  there  is  a  water-bearing  well  between  the  lands  in 
question  and  production. 

The  appellant  filed  two  SOR's;  but  the  District  responded  only  to  the 
first  SOR.   That  response  cited  bleeding  cores  and  all  log  responses 
consistent  with  those  from  producing  wells. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

Prepare  response  to  second  SOR  and  clarify  arguments 
raised  by  the  appellant  in  first  SOR. 

UNNAMED  KGS  (RIO  PUERCO) 

The  team  found  that  this  KGS  is  geologically  sound.   The  KGS  consists  of:  (1) 
a  structure  and  stratigraphic  map  of  the  EL  Vado  Sandstone  and  (2)  a  report 
indicating  that  the  areal  extent  of  the  KGS  was  limited  by  available  data. 

IBLA  85-0936  APPELLANT  -  C.  J.  McCUTCHIN 

The  appellant  argues,  in  two  SOR's,  that:  (1)  not  to  issue  her  lease 
would  be  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the  government;  (2)  the  fracture 
system  associated  with  production  does  not  extend  into  her  area;  and 
(3)  there  is  a  dry  hole  in  the  area  of  her  lease. 

The  District's  response  to  the  SOR  was  adequate.   The  dry  hole  in 
question  did  not  penetrate  the  formation  on  which  the  KGS  is  based. 
Production  exists  both  west  and  east  of  the  tract. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

IBLA  affirmed  BLM  on  September  8,  1987. 


17 


■fiKBmnHas^BHOB 


NEW  MEXICO  STATE  OFFICE 

ALBUQUERQUE  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 

UNNAMED  KGS  (RIO  PUERCO) 

The  team  found  that  this  KGS  is  geologically  incomplete  and  procedurally 
incorrect.   The  geologic  evaluation  is  based  primarily  on  a  proposed 
exploration  unit.   The  boundary  of  the  KGS  is  arbitrary;  it  is  based  on 
spacing  units  without  discussion  of  a  limit  to  the  trap.   The  unit  geologic 
evaluation  suggests  that  production  is  from  a  fractured  reservoir;  no  geologic 
data  were  provided  to  justify  the  limit  of  the  trap.   No  evaluation  of  the 
limit  of  the  reservoir  was  presented.   Generalized  geologic  information  was 
used  to  support  the  determination. 

IBLA  86-106  7  APPELLANT  -  B.  A.  BLAKEMORE 

The  appellant  contends  that:  (1)  the  lands  in  question  do  not  lie 
within  the  boundaries  of  a  KGS;  (2)  there  are  three  dry  holes  between 
the  lands  in  her  lease  offer  and  the  nearest  production;  (3)  water 
recovered  on  DST's  indicate  that  the  area  is  outside  productive  limits; 
and  (4)  proprietary  data  (the  Unit  proposal)  cannot  be  used  to  classify 
lands  as  KGS  unless  the  data  are  available  to  all  parties. 

The  District  response  to  the  SOR  made  no  reference  to  the  dry  hole 
problem  or  to  the  water  recovery  on  DST  tests. 

Recommendation:   Remand. 

The  KGS  is  arbitrarily  drawn.   On  that  point,  the  team 
agrees  with  the  appellant.   The  entire  area  can 
probably  be  properly  classified  as  KGS  when  a  geologic 
evaluation  of  the  limit  of  the  fractured  reservoir  has 
been  made. 


IBLA  86-1492  APPELLANT  -  C.  C.  GRYNBERG 

The  appellant  asserts  that:  (1)  there  is  no  relationship  between 
fracture  production  in  the  Rio  Puerco  and  Media  fields;  (2)  there  is  no 
pronounced  structural  control  of  production  in  her  area;  and  (3)  the 
existing  fields  are  updip  and  have  oil/water  contacts. 

The  District's  response  to  the  SOR  did  not  adequately  answer  the 
appellant's  arguments. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Remand. 

The  KGS  is  arbitrarily  drawn.   The  entire  area  can 
probably  be  properly  classified  as  KGS  when  a  geologic 
evaluation  of  the  limit  of  the  fractured  reservoir  has 
been  made.   The  production  from  the  Gallup  in  the 
Media  field  should  also  be  evaluated  for  inclusion 
into  the  Rio  Puerco  reservoir. 
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NEW  MEXICO  STATE  OFFICE 

ROSWELL  DISTRICT  OFFICE  : 

UNNAMED  MORROW  AND  ATOKA  KGS 

The  KGS  is  both  technically  accurate  and  procedurally  sound.  The  lands 
involved  were  affected  in  part  by  two  KGS  studies,  based  on  channel  sand 
delineation  in  the  Morrow  and  Atoka  Formations.   The  maps  and  report  clearly 
document  the  criteria  and  rationale  used  in  the  classification. 

IBLA  85-661  APPELLANT  -  V.  KOCHERGAN 

The  appellant  argues  (in  two  SORs)  that:  (1)  the  KGS  was  improperly 
made  because  a  2000-ft  radius  around  each  producing  well  was  not  used 
to  classify  the  lands;  (2)  the  action  is  arbitrary  due  to  nearby  dry 
holes;  and  (3)  the  isopach  used  to  delineate  the  reservoir  in  the 
Morrow  Formation  is  not  properly  constructed.   Further,  she  disagrees 
with  the  log  analysis  of  net  pay  zones  of  the  reservoir. 

The  District's  response  to  the  SOR  explains  that  the  KGS  was  based  on  a 
geologic  study.   The  answer  to  the  SOR  adequately  explains  the  net  pay 
evaluation  and  reviews  all  other  arguments. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

UNNAMED  MORROW  KGS 

The  KGS  classification  is  technically  accurate  and  procedurally  sound.   The 
KGS  boundary  is  based  on  a  net  pay  isopach  of  the  reservoir.   The  reservoir 
consists  of  vertically  stacked,  horizontally  discontinuous  producing  sand 
intervals  in  the  Morrow  Formation.   The  maps  and  report  fully  document  and 
support  the  KGS  classification. 

IBLA  86-223  APPELLANT  -  B.  A.  WILFORD 

The  appellant  argues  (in  two  SORs)  that:  (1)  no  trap  exists  on  the 
lands  in  question;  (2)  existing  production  is  from  traps  limited  in 
size;  (3)  no  trapping  mechanism  is  present;  (4)  the  KGS  is  too  large  to 
be  based  on  a  competent  geologic  evaluation;  and  (5)  the  nearby  Texaco 
Ramuda  Basin  #1  well  is  a  dry  hole  in  the  Morrow  Formation.   Further, 
the  District  failed  to  provide  information  requested  by  the  appellant. 

The  District's  response  to  the  initial  SOR  adequately  explains  all 
issues  raised  by  the  appellant.  The  dry  hole  was  not  used  to  define  the 
KGS  boundary,  but  was  recognized  as  having  a  positive  DST  in  the 
interval  mapped.   The  District  did  not  respond  to  the  second  SOR 
because  no  new  arguments  were  presented.   The  team  believes  that  new 
issues,  though  subtle,  were  introduced  in  the  second  SOR. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

The  District  should  coordinate  with  the  Office  of  the 
Solicitor  and  prepare  a  response  to  the  second  SOR  and 
clarify  the  dry  hole  issue. 
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NEW  MEXICO  STATE  OFFICE 


ROSWELL  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 


BANDANA  POINT  KGS 


The  team  found  that  the  KGS  is  technically  accurate  and  procedurally  sound. 
The  geologic  report,  the  detailed  cross  sections,  the  structure  contour  map, 
and  the  isopach  maps  support  the  geologic  interpretation.   The  KGS  boundary  is 
based  on  the  zero  isopach  of  net  hydrocarbon  bearing  reservoir  in  the  Morrow 
Formation.   All  factors  used  in  plotting  the  location  of  the  zero  isopach  are 
discussed. 


IBLA  87-0618 


APPELLANT   -   NEARBURG   PET.    PARTNERSHIP 


The   appellant   argues    that:    (1)    the   area   does   not  meet    the   criteria    for 
classification   as    a  KGS;    (2)    the    log   and   production   data   do  not 
indicate   economic    production;    (3)    dry  holes    are    present  within   the 
boundary   of   the   KGS;    and    (4)    analogy  with    the  Parkway    field    is 
inappropriate. 

The  District's    response    to    the   SOR  strongly   defends    the   KGS.      The  KGS 
boundary   is   not   based   on  economic   cutoffs     but   on    the    indications   of 
free-flowing  hydrocarbons.      The   area    is    10-12   miles    from   the  Parkway 
field   and  on   strike  with    the    facies    trend.      All    parameters    in   the 
Bandana  Point   KGS   are   analogous    to    those   observed   in    the  Parkway    field. 
Finally,    the   appellant's    own  maps    indicate    that    the   appeal   area    is 
completely  within    the   reservoir. 


RECOMMENDATION: 


Do   not    remand. 


IBLA   87-0619  APPELLANT    -  NEARBURG   PET.    PARTNERSHIP 

[SAME    STATEMENT   OF   REASONS   AS    IBLA   87-0618] 

IBLA  87-0620  APPELLANT    -   NEARBURG   PET.    PARTNERSHIP 

[SAME    STATEMENT   OF   REASONS   AS    IBLA   87-0618] 

IBLA   87-0621  APPELLANT   -   NEARBURG   PET.    PARTNERSHIP 

[SAME    STATEMENT   OF   REASONS   AS    IBLA   87-0618] 

IBLA   87-0622  APPELLANT    -   NEARBURG   PET.    PARTNERSHIP 

[SAME    STATEMENT   OF   REASONS   AS    IBLA   87-0618] 

IBLA   87-0623  APPELLANT    -   NEARBURG   PET.    PARTNERSHIP 

[SAME    STATEMENT   OF   REASONS   AS    IBLA   87-0618] 
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NEW  MEXICO  STATE  OFFICE 
ROSWELL  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 
BANDANA  POINT  KGS  (cont.) 

IBLA  87-0624  APPELLANT  -  NEARBURG  PET.  PARTNERSHIP 

[SAME  STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  AS  IBLA  87-0618] 

IBLA  87-0598  APPELLANT  -  J.  PARKER 

The  appellant  asserts  that  the  KGS  is  not  part  of  the  Bandana  Point 
field  and  is  made  in  error.   No  supporting  geologic  arguments  are 
provided  by  the  appellant. 

The  District's  response  to  the  SOR  is  adequate.   The  KGS  is  named  for  a 
geographic  feature  in  the  area  and  not  after  the  Bandana  Point  field. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

IBLA  87-0611  APPELLANT  -  JOSEPHINE  M.  HEYING 

[The  BLM  was  affirmed  by  IBLA  September  29,  1987. 

IBLA  87-612  APPELLANT  -  EDWARD  R.  TINSLEY 

The  appellant's  arguments  in  the  SOR  did  not  involve  the  geologic  basis 
of  the  KGS.   The  District  did  not  respond  to  the  SOR  and  the  Office  of 
the  Solicitor  has  filed  a  motion  for  dismissal. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

IBLA  87-0625  APPELLANT  -  LIBERTY  PETROLEUM  CORP. 

The  appellant  argues  that  the  KGS  is  3  miles  from  Bandana  Point  field 
and  that  there  are  dry  holes  between  the  field  and  the  lease. 

The  response  to  the  SOR  is  adequate.   The  KGS  is  named  after  a 
geographic  feature.   Dry  holes  were  not  incorporated  in  the  KGS,  but 
helped  establish  the  limit  of  the  reservoir.   The  closest  well  to  the 
appellant's  lease  (one-half  mile)  tested  750  MCFGPD  on  a  DST. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 
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NEW  MEXICO  STATE  OFFICE 


TULSA  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 


HEMPHILL  KGS 


The  team  found  that  the  KGS  is  geologically  sound.   The  KGS  is  a  fracture 
reservoir  in  the  Saratoga  Chalk.   30  wells  produce  from  the  Saratoga  Chalk  and 
4  wells  produce  from  the  Austin  Chalk.   The  KGS  is  based  on  analogy  with  the 
producing  fracture-controlled  reservoirs  in  the  Austin  Chalk  100  miles  to  the 
west  and  the  local  faults.   The  structure  map  shows  these  north-striking 
faults  and  the  regional  dip.   The  producing  area  is  a  faulted  monocline. 

IBLA  86-0156  APPELLANT  -  BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 

The  appellant  argues  that:  (1)  dry  holes  are  present  in  KGS;  (2)  some 
of  thewell  production  is  subcommercial;  (3)  there  is  a  limited  area  of 
fault  influence  on  the  reservoir;  and  (4)  well  control  is  lacking  on 
the  north  and  east  sides  of  the  KGS. 

The  IBLA  has  ruled  that  the  District  response  to  the  SOR  was  adequate. 
The  team  agrees . 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

IBLA  affirmed  BLM  on  September  8,  1987.   New  drilling 
outside  the  KGS  to  the  north  requires  a  geologic 
evaluation  to  extend  the  KGS  to  the  north  to  include 
the  producing  wells  outside  the  KGS. 

IBLA  86-015  7  APPELLANT  -  BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  SAME  AS  IBLA  86-0156;  IBLA  affirmed  Bureau  on 
September  8,  1987.] 


IBLA  86-0229  APPELLANT  -  BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  SAME  AS  IBLA  86-0156;  IBLA  affirmed  Bureau  on 
September  8,  1987.] 


IBLA  86-0230  APPELLANT  -  BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  SAME  AS  IBLA  86-0156;  IBLA  affirmed  Bureau  on 
September  8,  1987.] 
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NEW  MEXICO  STATE  OFFICE 
TULSA  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 
HEMPHILL  KGS  (cont. ) 

IBLA  86-0269  APPELLANT  -  BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  SAME  AS  IBLA  86-0156;  IBLA  affirmed  Bureau  on 
September  8,  1987.] 

IBLA  86-02  70  APPELLANT  -  BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  SAME  AS  IBLA-86-0 156 ;  IBLA  affirmed  Bureau  on 
September  8,  1987.] 

IBLA  86-0271  APPELLANT  -  BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  SAME  AS  IBLA  86-0156;  IBLA  affirmed  Bureau  on 
September  8,  1987.] 

IBLA  86-0272  APPELLANT  -  BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 


[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  SAME  AS  IBLA  86-0156;  IBLA  affirmed  Bur 
September  8,  1987.] 


eau  on 


IBLA  86-02  73  APPELLANT  -  BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  SAME  AS  IBLA  86-0156;  IBLA  affirmed  Bureau  on 
September  8,  1987.] 


IBLA  86-0274  APPELLANT  -  BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  SAME  AS  IBLA  86-0156;  IBLA  affirmed  Bureau  on 
September  8,  1987.] 


IBLA  86-0276  APPELLANT  -  BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  SAME  AS  IBLA  86-0156;  IBLA  affirmed  Bureau  on 
September  8,  1987.] 


IBLA  86-0368  APPELLANT  -  BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 

[STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  SAME  AS  IBLA  86-0156;  IBLA  affirmed  Bureau  on 
September  8,  1987.] 
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NEW  MEXICO  STATE  OFFICE 

TULSA  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 

HEMPHILL  KGS  (cont.) 

IBLA  86-0210  APPELLANT  -  THOMAS  D.  COFFMAN 

The  appellant  contends  that  the  parcels  are  below  the  oil/water  contact, 

The  team  agrees  with  IBLA  that  the  District  response  was  adequate. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand.   IBLA  affirmed  Bureau  on  September  8, 
1987. 

IBLA  86-0275  APPELLANT  -  JACK  J.  GRYNBERG 

The  appellant  argues  that  there  is  no  evidence  to  support  the  KGS  and 
that  independent  evidence  confirms  errors  in  the  KGS. 

The  team  agrees  with  IBLA  that  the  District  response  was  adequate. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand.   IBLA  affirmed  Bureau  on  September  8, 
1987. 

IBLA  86-1044  APPELLANT  -  HARUE  0.  McVAY 

The  appellant  asserts  that:  (1)  the  economic  prospect  of  his  tract  is 
poor;  (2)  there  are  no  producing  wells  within  a  mile  of  his  parcel;  and 
(3)  no  other  knowledgable  person  has  interest  in  his  tracts. 

The  team  agrees  with  IBLA  that  the  District  response  was  adequate. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand.   IBLA  affirmed  Bureau  on  September  8, 
1987. 
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WYOMING  STATE  OFFICE 
CASPER  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 
TAYLOR  KGS 

The  team  found  chat  KGS  is  technically  and  procedurally  sound  and  defensible. 
IBLA  86-1604  APPELLANT  -  ROGER  SCHOCK 

The  appellant  contends  that:  (1)  the  Dakota  channel  sands  trend  NE-SW, 
not  N-S  as  the  BLM  indicates,  thus  missing  his  tract;  and  (2)  the 
Dakota  sands  are  small,  discontinuous  bodies  not  conducive  to  inclusion 
in  a  KGS. 

The  response  to  the  SOR  adequately  discussed  all  issues  raised  by  the 
appellant.   The  presence  of  two  producing  wells,  unavailable  to  the 
appellant  (tight  holes  on  Federal  lands),  clearly  indicate  a  N-S  trend 
to  the  channel  sands  in  this  area.   Furthermore,  the  appellant  has 
ignored  the  nonproductive  channel  sands  in  the  immediate  area  of  his 
tract  which  demonstrate  the  discontinuous  but  overlapping  nature  of  the 
sand  bodies . 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

DENNELL  DRAW  KGS 

The  team  found  that  the  KGS  is  technically  and  procedurally  sound  and 
defensible.   The  limit  of  the  trap  is  based  on  a  2-foot  isopach  of  thickness 
of  reservoir  in  the  Turner  Formation. 

IBLA  86-0317  APPELLANT  -  C.  GRYNBERG 

The  appellant  originally  argued  that:  (1)  the  3-foot  contour  is  more 
reasonable  than  the  2-foot  because  there  is  no  known  production  from 
less  than  3';  (2)  the  BLM  stretched  the  data  too  far;  (3)  two  wells,  in 
sections  9  and  28,  are  devoid  of  porosity;  and,  (4)  the  KGS  should  be 
compressed  rather  than  expanded  based  on  SI  producers,  lack  of 
activity,  and  water  cut  from  production.   In  a  second  SOR,  the 
appellant  concedes  the  2'  contour  parameter.   However,  she  argues  that 
the  reservoir  thins  more  quickly  to  the  SE  than  the  BLM  projects.  She 
provides  her  own  interpretation  which  excludes  her  lease  from  the  KGS. 

The  response  to  the  SOR  is  adequate.   The  2'  contour  is  reasonable 
based  on  other  Turner  production  in  the  vicinity;  other  nearby  Turner 
fields  suggest  the  geometry  of  the  Dennell  Draw  field;  the  two  dry 
holes  are  accounted  for  by  the  KGS,  and  lack  of  recent  activity  has  no 
effect  on  KGS  classification.   The  BLM's  second  response  reiterates 
that  their  interpretation  is  realistic  and  based  on  sound  geologic 
principles . 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 
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WYOMING  STATE  OFFICE 


CASPER  DISTRICT  OFFICE 


HILIGHT  KGS 

The  team  found  that  the  KGS  is  technically  and  procedurally  sound  and 
defensible. 

IBLA  86-1615  APPELLANT  -  ECOLOGICAL  ENG.  SYSTEMS 

The  appellants  contend  that:  (1)  the  Muddy  B  sand  is  not  present  on  the 
subject  tract;  (2)  the  tract  is  on  strike  with  2  dry  holes  and  downdip 
of  production;  (3)  the  mapping  of  the  sands  contradicts  well  control 
(the  trend  should  narrow);  and,  (4)  if  only  sands  with  less  than  10% 
porosity,  good  resistivity,  and  clean  GR  were  mapped,  the  lease  would 
have  no  Muddy  reservoir. 

The  District's  response  to  the  SOR  is  reasonable  and  answers  all  issues 
raised  by  the  appellant.   The  appellants  provided  no  geologic  evidence 
against  the  KGS  and  no  new  data.   Their  interpretation  merely  shifts 
the  contours  off  their  tract. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 


STEINLE  RANCH  KGS 

The  team  found  that  the  KGS  is  geologically  sound,  but  the  administrative 
boundary  is  drawn  incorrectly.   The  District  used  common  development  patterns 
(160  acres)  in  lieu  of  the  State-approved  40-acre  spacing  units  for 
determining  the  boundary  of  the  KGS.   They  apparently  misinterpreted   the  new 
KGS  standards  and  procedures:  "A  KGS  boundary  is  based  on  spacing  units  or 
common  development  patterns  for  the  producing  zone."   Common  development 
patterns  provide  a  method  of  determining  an  administrative  boundary  in  areas 
without  State-approved  spacing  units.   The  Bureau  does  not  use  common 
development  patterns  in  lieu  of  State-approved  spacing  orders. 

IBLA  86-0391  APPELLANT  -  EDWARD  F.  GRAY 

The  appellant  contends  that:  (1)  the  BLM  did  not  follow  its  own 
procedures  in  regard  to  the  use  of  spacing  units  (re  sec.  17,  T39N, 
R70W);  (2)  the  new  KGS  action  was  not  based  on  any  new  information;  (3) 
the  KGS  is  a  political  action  involving  the  use  of  spacing  units  versus 
development  patterns;  and,  (4)  several  similar  leases  were  already 
issued. 

The  District's  response  to  the  SOR  acknowledged  that  the  leases  issued 
were  done  so  in  error. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Remand.   The  administrative  boundary  must  be 

corrected.   The  appellant's  lease  offer  is  at  the  KGS 
boundary.  The  geologic  evaluation  is  adequate. 
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RAWLINS  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 

FRENCHIES  DRAW  -  LOST  CABIN  KGS 

The  team  found  that  the  KGS  is  technically  and  procedurally  sound  and 
defensible.   This  KGS  classification  consolidated  several  existing  KGS ' s . 

IBLA  85-0785  APPELLANT  -  L.  A.  Egan 

The  appellant  argues  that:  (1)  the  KGS  report  gives  no  evidence  or 
reasons  for  including  his  lease  in  the  KGS;  (2)  the  nearest  well  has  no 
current  production;  (3)  the  closest  producing  well  is  already  in  a  KGS; 
and  (4)  there  are  no  new  data  on  which  to  base  an  expansion  of  the 
existing  KGS 's . 

The  District  provided  an  adequate  response  to  the  appellant's  Statement 
of  Reasons  (SOR).   The  team  found  that  the  KGS  report  gives  adequate 
reasons  for  including  the  lands  in  question  in  the. KGS.   The  current 
status  of  the  nearest  well  does  not  negate  the  KGS,  but  actually 
substantiates  the  classification.   In  addition,  existing  information 
may  be  used  to  establish  or  enlarge  a  KGS. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 


WIND  RIVER  KGS 

The  team  found  that  the  KGS  is  technically  and  procedurally  sound  and 
defensible.   Coal  seams  are  present  in  virtually  all  the  wells  in  this  area; 
however,  with  careful  log  interpretation,  the  effects  of  these  coal  beds  can 
be  evaluated  and  separated  from  the  oil  and  gas  deposits. 

IBLA  86-0618  APPELLANT  -  L.  M.  GRACE,  JR. 

The  appellant  contends  that:  (1)  a  comparison  between  the  Sands  Hill 
Unit  2  well  (located  on  his  lease)  and  a  producer  in  T36N ,  R94W  is 
invalid  because  coal  seams  are  present  in  the  Sands  Hill  well;  and  (2) 
because  no  tests  were  run  on  the  lower  Fort  Union  Formation,  the  Bureau 
cannot  assume  the  presence  of  free-flowing  hydrocarbons  on  his  lease 
based  solely  on  electric  log  interpretation. 

The  District's  response  to  the  SOR  was  weak  in  its  explanation  of  the 
possible  effects  of  the  coal  seams  on  interpretation  of  the  electric 
logs.   The  team  agrees  with  the  district  that  the  Sands  Hill  well  would 
produce  free-flowing  hydrocarbons  from  the  lower  Fort  Union  Formation. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

A  clarification  of  the  response  to  the  SOR  should  be 
prepared  and  forwarded  to  the  Solicitor's  Office. 
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WYOMING  STATE  OFFICE 

RAWLINS  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 

WASHAKIE  BASIN  KGS 

The  team  found  that  the  KGS  is  technically  and  procedurally  sound.   Differ- 
ences in  the  geology  and  KGS  boundary  at  the  Rawlins  and  Rock  Springs 
Districts  line  have  been  corrected.   The  KGS  is  based  on  a  stratigraphic  trap 
composed  of  vertically  stacked,  overlapping,  discontinuous  hydrocarbon-bearing 
sand  lenses  and  is  defensible  on  that  basis.   The  KGS  represents  a 
consolidation  of  existing  information. 

IBLA  87-0079  APPELLANT  -  OSAGE  ASSOCIATES 

The  appellants  contend  that:  (1)  dry  holes  are  present  between  their 
lease  and  the  nearest  producing  well;  (2)  exploration  in  the  area  has 
ceased;  and  (3)  their  lease  should  be  considered  a  "rank  wildcat"  and 
their  rental  rate  should  not  be  increased. 

The  District  had  not  responded  to  the  Statement  of  Reasons  in  this 
case,  because  the  Solicitor  had  not  yet  received  his  copy  of  the  SOR. 

Review  of  the  records  on  the  Andre  Federal  No.  1  (1/2  mile  SE  of  this 
parcel)  indicates  clear,  measured  flow  of  gas  from  the  Almond  sand  on  a 
drill-stem  test.   We  believe  that  this  drill-stem  test  demonstrates 
the  presence  of  a  trapping  mechanism  and  hydrocarbon  reservoir  in  the 
immediate  area  of  this  lease.  The  economics  of  current  production  are 
not  pertinent  to  KGS  determination  and  these  lands  are  properly 
included  in  a  KGS. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

Prepare  a  response  to  the  SOR  as  soon  as  possible. 

IBLA  87-0051  APPELLANT  -  L.  J.  OLHEISER 

The  appellant  contends  that:  (1)  there  is  no  mappable  structural  trap 
associated  with  his  lease;  (2)  there  is  no  production  below  a  -4,000' 
Mesa  Verde  datum,  and  all  of  his  lease  occurs  downdip;  (3)  no  new 
information  has  been  developed  since  his  lease  was  issued;  (4)  the 
closest  production  to  his  lease  is  separated  by  a  dry  hole;  and  (5) 
existing  production  is  not  economic. 

The  District  response  to  the  SOR  is  adequate.   Production  in  the  area 
does  occur  below  the  -4,000'  datum.   The  KGS  represents  a  consolidation 
of  existing  information;  "new"  information  is  not  required  to  determine 
a  KGS.   Data  from  the  referenced  dry  hole  support  the  presence  of 
free-flowing  hydrocarbons.   Economics  is  not  pertinent  to  a  KGS 
determination . 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 
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RAWLINS  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 


WASHAKIE  BASIN  KGS  (cont.) 

IBLA   87-0143  APPELLANT   -   J.    GRYNBERG 

The  appellant   argues    that:    (1)    the    15-ohm  cutoff   is    too   low   to  apply   to 
the   area   of  his    lease;    (2)    the   classification   parameters   used   in   this 
study  relative    to   resistivity   are    improper;    (3)    dry  holes   are   present 
within   the  KGS;    and    (4)    the   Bureau   did  not    consider    permeability  when 
preparing   the  KGS. 

The  District's    response    to   the    SOR  adequately  discussed   these   issues. 
The  resistivity   cutoff   is   based   on   the   lowest  resistivity    found  with 
production    in    the   Washakie   Basin.      The   dry  holes   have  both   porosity  and 
resistivity   consistent  with  values    derived    from  other  nearby   producing 
wells.      Log  responses    can  be   used   quantitatively  and  qualitatively    to 
estimate   permeability;    they  were   used  qualitatively   to    indicate    the 
presence   of   permeability. 

RECOMMENDATION:      Do  not   remand. 

IBLA   87-0078  APPELLANT   -   JOY   GOLDSCHMIDT 

[STATEMENT   OF   REASONS    SUBSTANTIALLY   THE    SAME   AS    IBLA   87-0143] 

RECOMMENDATION:    Do    not    remand. 

IBLA  87-0171  APPELLANT   -    JOY   GOLDSCHMIDT 

[STATEMENT   OF   REASONS    IS    SUBSTANTIALLY   THE    SAME   AS    IBLA   87-0143] 

RECOMMENDATION:       Do   not   remand. 

IBLA   87-0077  APPELLANT   -   J.    GRYNBERG 

The  appellant   argues    that    there    is   no   porosity   in  CIG   No.    1-25    Federal 
in  any   of  the   zones    of   interest   and,    therefore,    there   cannot   be   any 
porosity  on  his    lease. 

The   District's    response    to    the    SOR   adequately   discusses    all    issues 
raised  by   the   appellant.      There    is    little   or  no   porosity   in   the  CIG 
well,    and   this    is    accounted    for    on    the   porosity  map.      The   lease    is 
included   in    the   KGS  by   interpretation  of   the   zero    isopach  of   the 
reservoir.      This    interpretation    is   based   on   an   evaluation   of   producing 
wells   northeast  of    the   subject   acreage   as   well   as    the   dry  hole  CIG  well 
to    the   southwest.      The   zero    isopach    is    the    interpreted   limit   of   the 
presumptively   productive    trap. 

RECOMMENDATION:      Do    not    remand. 

29 


WYOMING  STATE  OFFICE 
RAWLINS  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 
WASHAKIE  BASIN  KGS  (cont) 
IBLA  87-0080 


APPELLANT  -  P.  E.  PENDERGRASS 


The  appellant  contends  that:  (1)  sparse  control  and  lack  of  current 
production  near  the  acreage  argue  against  KGS  classification;  (2)  six 
referenced  wells  are  "dry";  and  (3)  there  is  no  production  within  4  or 
5  miles  of  his  lease. 

The  District's  response  to  the  appellant's  SOR  adequately  discussed  all 
issues  raised  by  the  appellant.   More  than  five  wells  are  located 
within  2  miles  of  the  lease  in  question.   The  KGS  is  based  on 
evaluations  of  wells  drilled  in  the  area  of  the  lease  which  have 
recovered  either  oil  or  gas  in  drill-stem  tests  or  have  positive 
indications  of  hydrocarbons  on  the  well  logs.   Some  of  the  wells 
mentioned  by  the  appellant  were  outside  the  KGS  and  were  not  used  to 
classify  the  KGS. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 


IBLA  87-0076 


APPELLANT  -  C.  GRYNBERG 


The  appellant  asserts  that:  (1)  the  trap  is  structural  and  her  lease  is 
downdip  from  the  closest  production;  (2)  there  is  no  conclusive 
evidence  for  porosity  between  her  lease  and  production  to  the  north; 
(3)  log  examination  alone  cannot  determine  productive  capacity;  (4)  BLM 
should  recognize  the  possibility  of  a  second  interpretation;  and  (5) 
permeability  indicators  have  been  ignored. 

The  District's  response  to  the  SOR  adequately  reviewed  all  issues 
raised  by  the  appellant.   The  traps  in  this  area  are  strat- 
igraphically  controlled.   The  lack  of  porosity  in  the  CIG  well  is 
reflected  on  the  porosity  map.   The  limit  of  the  trap,  however,  is 
based  on  interpretations  of  zero  contour  between  this  well  and 
producers  to  the  northeast.   Log  analyses  were  supported  by  production 
and  test  data  supplied  by  the  companies  that  drilled  the  wells. 
Alternate  interpretations  are  possible,  but  the  current  interpretation 
is  supported  by  all  available  data. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 
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ROCK  SPRINGS  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 


WASHAKIE  BASIN  KGS 


The  team  found  that  the  KGS  is  technically  and  procedurally  sound  and 
defensible.   The  KGS  is  based  on  the  same  parameters  as  the  Washakie  Basin  KGS 
in  the  Rawlins  District.   Differences  in  the  geology  and  KGS  boundary  at  the 
Rawlins  and  Rock  Springs  District  line  have  been  corrected.   The  KGS  is  based 
on  a  stratigraphic  trap  composed  of  vertically  stacked,  overlapping, 
discontinuous  hydrocarbon-bearing  sand  lenses  and  is  defensible  on  that 
basis.   The  KGS  represents  a  consolidation  of  existing  KGS  classifications. 


IBLA-87-0230 


APPELLANT  -  C.  GRYNBERG 


The  appellant  asserts  that:  (1)  her  lease  falls  outside  the  zero 
isopach  of  the  reservoir;  (2)  BLM  did  not  take  into  account 
permeability;  (3)  her  lease  is  located  3  miles  west  of  the  nearest 
Almond  production,  and  (4)  her  lease  is  separated  by  3  wells  which  did 
not  establish  production  in  the  Almond  Fm. 

The  District's  response  to  the  SOR  adequately  reviewed  all  the  issues 
raised  by  the  appellant.   Her  lease  does  fall  outside  the  zero  isopach; 
however,  40  acres  are  within  the  spacing  unit  cut  by  the  zero  isopach. 
Drill-stem  tests  were  used  to  estimate  permeability,  both 
quantitatively  and  qualitatively.   Of  the  three  wells  she  discusses, 
the  Davis  #1  well  had  gas  shows  on  the  mud  logger  as  well  as  gas 
crossovers  on  the  logs.   The  other  two  wells  are  outside  the  KGS  and 
have  no  bearing  on  the  KGS  classification. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

IBLA  87-0063  APPELLANT  -  PHILIP  L.  WHITE 

[NO  STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  RECEIVED  BY  SOLICITOR  OR  DISTRICT  OFFICE] 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

Respond  to  statement  of  reasons  when  received. 
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WYOMING  STATE  OFFICE 


ROCK  SPRINGS  DISTRICT  OFFICE; 


SALT  WELLS  KGS 

The   team   found   the  KGS   to   be    technically  and   procedurally   sound,    and 
defensible.      While  historic    production  has   been   controlled  by  structure,    it 
should  be  noted   that    the  hydrocarbon-trapping  mechanism   in    this    area    is 
combination  structural-stratigraphic . 


IBLA  86-0392 


APPELLANT  -  C.  GRYNBERG 


The  appellant  contends  that:  (1)  production  in  the  area  is  from 
anticlinal  features  while  her  lease  is  on  a  synclinal  axis;  (2)  her 
lease  is  separated  from  the  nearest  production  by  three  dry  holes  and 
there  are  four  dry  holes  nearby;  (3)  the  nearby  field  is  nearly 
depleted  and  production  is  reaching  commercial  limits;  and  (4) 
production  from  the  nearby  field  is  from  the  Rock  Springs  Member  of  the 
Mesa  Verde  Formation.   She  maintains  that  the  nearest  Dakota  production 
is  from  one  township  west  in  the  Salt  Wells  field  and  there  is  no 
Dakota  production  near  her  lease. 

The  District's  response  to  the  SOR  adequately  reviewed  her  conten- 
tions.  The  three  wells  referred  to  by  the  appellant  as  dry  holes  did 
not  penetrate  the  formation  in  question  and  therefore  neither  argue  for 
nor  against  the  KGS.   Three  of  the  four  additional  wells  she  refers  to 
as  dry  holes  are  outside  the  zero  isopach  and  the  fourth  showed  log 
characteristics  favorable  to  hydrocarbon  accumulation.   Status  of 
nearby  production  is  irrelevant  to  the  KGS  determination,  and  the  lack 
of  current  Dakota  production  in  the  immediate  area  does  not  preclude 
future  development. 

In  rebuttal  the  appellant  argues  that  (1)  a  continuous  reservoir 
implies  other  than  a  s tratigraphic  trap;  and  (2)  Well  #1  (E-l 
Government  Raney)  does  not  have  probable  gas  as  the  Bureau  argues 
solely  from  log  interpretations  (the  DST  indicated  no  hydrocarbons). 
She  offers  an  alternative  correlation  to  the  Bureau's  Dakota  Formation. 

The  District's  answer  to  her  rebuttal  states  that  the  appellant  is 
correct  in  regard  to  the  DST  in  the  E-l  well.   As  regards  the  cross 
section,  the  District's  interpretation  appears  most  reasonable. 


RECOMMENDATION: 


Do  not  remand. 

Prepare  a  clarification  to  the  rebuttal  response 
explaining  that  even  with  the  negative  evidence  for 
the  Rock  Springs  Member,  the  presence  of  the  Frontier 
reservoir  would  still  necessitate  inclusion  of  at 
least  part  of  the  appellant's  lease  in  the  KGS. 
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WYOMING   STATE    OFFICE 


ROCK   SPRINGS    DISTRICT   OFFICE: 

SALT  WELLS   KGS    (cont.  ) 

IBLA   86-0393  APPELLANT   -   C.    GRYNBERG 

[STATEMENT  OF   REASONS    SAME   AS    IBLA  86-0392,    above] 


IBLA  86-0370 


APPELLANT    -   JUDY   CLIFTON 


The  appellant   argues    that:    (1)    the  most   recent   drilling   in   the   area  was 
in   1975    and   1977;    (2)    all    these  wells   were   dry,    and    there  has   been   no 
additional   drilling   in    this    township   since    that    time;    and    (3)    the  most 
recent   KGS    sales    received  no  bids,    thus    arguing   against   KGS 
designation.      In  addition,    she   discusses    in   some   detail    the  42X-16 
State  well  which    she  describes    as    "dry". 

The   District's   response    to    the   SOR  adequately  reviews    all    issues   raised 
by   the   appellant.      The  well   referred    to   above  was    tested   and,    though 
not  economic,    did    prove    the   existence   of    free-flowing  hydrocarbons    in 
the  Frontier  Formation.      While    there    is   no    current   production    in    the 
township,    there    is    ample   evidence  of    free-flowing  hydrocarbons    in   the 
Frontier    and  Rock    Springs    reservoirs. 

RECOMMENDATION:       Do   not    remand. 
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WYOMING  STATE  OFFICE 


ROCK  SPRINGS  DISTRICT  OFFICE 


SOUTH  BAXTER  BASIN  KGS 


The  team  found  that  the  KGS  is  technically  and  procedurally  sound  and 
defensible. 


IBLA  85-0854 


APPELLANT  -  C.  J.  McCUTCHIN 


The  appellant  argues  that:  (1)  the  Frontier  Formation  is  not  productive 
within  any  reasonable  distance  of  the  subject  lease  (the  map  presented 
by  the  Bureau  indicates  zero  thickness  of  the  producing  horizon  of  the 
Frontier);  (2)  the  Dakota  Formation  is  not  productive  anywhere  in  the 
area  with  less  than  10  feet  of  net  pay;  and  (3)  the  Morrison  Formation 
in  the  area  is  only  productive  when  the  net  pay  is  equal  to,  or  greater 
than,  21  feet.  Therefore,  the  lease  which  has  less  than  5  feet  of  net 
pay  should  not  be  included  in  the  KGS  and  BLM  did  not  supply  sufficient 
detail  to  support  the  KGS  determination. 

The  District's  response  to  the  Statement  of  Reasons  is  inadequate.   The 
response  stated  that  while  there  is  no  production  from  the  Frontier 
Formation  in  the  immediate  area,  there  are  positive  indications  of 
free-flowing  hydrocarbons  in  the  Frontier  within  1/4  mile  of  her  lease. 

The  team  found  production  from  less  than  10  feet  of  net  pay  within  3 
miles  of  the  affected  lease.   The  District  reply  did  not  mention  this 
production.   In  addition,  the  Morrison  Formation  produces  from  as 
little  as  5  feet  of  net  pay  in  the  immediate  area. 


RECOMMENDATION: 


IBLA  87-0474 


Do  not  remand. 

The  District  should  consult  with  the  Office  of  the 
Solicitor  and  clarify  if  possible  that  the  Frontier 
Formation  is  irrelevant  to  the  KGS  determination;  the 
KGS  is  based  on  Dakota  and  Morrison  Formations.   Also, 
the  District  should  clarify  the  difference  between  the 
terms  "presumptively  productive"  and  "economic 
production" . 


APPELLANT  -  WESTERN  AM.  EXPLOR. 


The  appellant  argues  that  the  lease  should  not  be  included  in  a  KGS 
because  there  is  a  "dry-hole"  on  the  lease. 

The  District  did  not  respond  to  the  SOR. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

Consult  with  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor,  and  prepare 
a  response  to  the  SOR,  if  indicated. 
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WYOMING  STATE  OFFICE 

ROCK  SPRINGS  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 

BIG  PINEY-LABARGE  KGS 

The  team  found  that  the  KGS  is  technically  and  procedurally  sound  and 
defensible.   The  natural  gas  reservoir  is  structural.   Carbonate  rock  in  the 
Madison  Formation  has  been  folded  into  a  huge  anticline  which  is  filled  with 
CO2  to  the  gas/water  contact.   Data  from  the  Madison  Formation  are  sparse, 
but  there  are  numerous  wells  in  the  Frontier  Formation  which  provide 
additional  information  for  determining  the  structure.   Well  information 
demonstrates  that  well-developed  porosity  extends  across  the  reservoir  in  a 
zone  below  the  datum.   Bureau  procedures  exist  to  include  windows  and 
corridors  administratively,  thus,  the  KGS  is  properly  drawn. 


IBLA  87-0374 


APPELLANT  -  W.  L.  THORNTON 


The  appellant  argues  that:  (1)  there  are  insufficient  geologic  data  to 
support  the  conclusion  that  the  Madison  KGS  encompasses  the  lease;  (2) 
the  Amoco  #1  Raptor  well,  which  is  23  miles  from  the  nearest  proven 
Madison  production,  is  too  far  to  expand  the  KGS;  (3)  the  limits  of  the 
reservoir  cannot  be  reasonably  extended  below  the  7,000-foot  contour; 
(4)  there  are  no  data  on  either  the  northeast  or  the  southwest  flanks 
of  the  structure;  (5)  Amoco  #1  is  not  sufficient  to  justify  contouring; 
(6)  contouring  around  the  anticline  is  arbitrary;  and  (7)  the  Amoco  No. 
1  well  may  be  based  on  a  substructure.   He  also  asserts  that:  (1)  the 
cross  section  is  not  evidence  that  the  reservoir  extends  across  the 
whole  structure  (the  Amoco  well  supports  a  higher  water  contact);  (2) 
the  reservoir  may  not  be  continuous  and  homogeneous  as  proposed  by  the 
Bureau;  (3)  water  production  does  not  support  the  contours;  (4) 
structure  contours  on  shallower  formations  show  a  synclinal  axis  across 
his  lease,  and  (5)  there  is  no  legal  basis  for  administratively 
including  in  a  KGS  lands  which  are  not  presumptively  productive. 

The  District's  response  to  the  SOR  is  reasonable  and  discusses  all 
issues  raised  by  the  appellant.   Natural  hydrostatic  pressures  do  not 
apply  in  this  area  because  the  overlying  formation  is  overpressured. 
The  Madison  Formation  has  a  uniform  pressure  of  .43  psi/ft,  indicating 
that  the  same  reservoir  is  present.   Helium  gas  is  not  a  reliable 
indicator  for  the  stratification  of  gases  in  the  reservoir.   Control 
for  mapping  the  Madison  included  data  from  shallower  formations,  which 
demonstrate  dip  on  the  NE  and  SW  flanks  of  the  structure.   The  source 
of  the  helium  and  how  it  migrates  into  the  reservoir  is  questionable. 
Upper  water  zones  encountered  in  the  wells  on  Exhibit  3  represent 
perched  water  contacts  and  do  not  affect  the  overall  continuity  of  the 
reservoir.   Well  information  demonstrates  that  well-developed  porosity 
extends  across  the  reservoir  in  a  zone  below  the  datum.   Bureau 
procedures  exist  to  include  windows  and  corridors  administratively, 
thus,  the  KGS  is  properly  drawn. 


RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand 
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WYOMING  STATE  OFFICE 

ROCK  SPRINGS  DISTRICT  OFFICE: 

BIG  PINEY  LABARGE  KGS  (cont.) 

IBLA  87-0390  APPELLANT  -  ANN  HUDSON 

[SAME  STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  AS  IBLA  87-0374] 

IBLA  87-0375  APPELLANT  -  BILL  WALKER 

[SAME  STATEMENT  OF  REASONS  AS  IBLA  87-0374] 

IBLA  85-0858  APPELLANT  -  K.  BLAKE 

[REQUEST  FOR  RECONSIDERATION  ON  SPACING  UNITS  ONLY] 

IBLA  85-0871  APPELLANT  -  K.  BLAKE 

[REQUEST  FOR  RECONSIDERATION  ON  SPACING  UNITS  ONLY] 
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WYOMING  STATE  OFFICE 


WORLAND  DISTRICT  OFFICE 


GOOSEBERRY,  NE  KGS 


The  team  found  that  the  KGS  is  technically  and  procedurally  correct  and 
defensible. 


IBLA  86-0354 


APPELLANT  -  J.  GRYNBERG 


The  appellant  argues  that:  (1)  there  is  no  oil  production  below  the 
mean  sea-level  contour  as  mapped  on  the  Tensleep  Formation;  (2)  the  DST 
on  the  Tensleep  Formation  in  the  well  in  SWNW  sec.  22  recovered  570'  of 
water,  indicating  water  drive;  (3)  the  subject  lease  is  below  the 
oil-water  contact  with  a  surface  dip  of  8  degrees;  and  (4)  sees.  23  and 
26  are  not  in  the  KGS.   In  his  response  to  the  District's  answers  to 
the  original  statement  of  reasons,  the  appellant  argued  that:  (1)  there 
is  no  fracture  communication  between  the  Tensleep  and  the  Phosphoria 
Formations  as  proposed  by  the  BLM;  and  (2)  the  two  formations  do  not 
share  the  same  oil-water  contact. 

The  District's  response  to  the  SOR  stated  that  the  BLM  agrees  with  the 
appellant  that  there  is  no  production  below  the  mean  sea-level  contour 
and  that  the  system  is  water-driven;  the  water  recovery  was  expected 
because  the  top  of  the  DST  was  at  -7';  and,  the  acreage  in  question  is 
on  the  nose  of  the  structure  and  productive  in  the  Phosphoria,  not  the 
Tensleep.   The  District  discussed  at  length  the  fractures  between  the 
Phosphoria  and  Tensleep  Formations.   However,  the  response  emphasized 
that  lack  of  data  is  not  negative  evidence,  and  that  the  fracture 
system  must  exist  because  of  the  nature  of  the  intervening  "shale" 
layer . 

The  team  found  that  the  response  did  not  discuss  the  positive  evidence 
for  the  fracture  system  (see  wells  in  NWNWNW  sec. 22  and  SESENE  sec.  21). 


RECOMMENDATION: 


Do  not  remand. 

The  District  should  consult  with  the  Office  of  the 
Solicitor  and  clarify  the  response  to  the  SOR  by 
discussing  the  positive  evidence  that  exists  for  the 
fracture  system. 
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WYOMING  STATE  OFFICE 


NORLAND  DISTRICT  OFFICE 


LITTLE  POLECAT  KGS 


Based  on  a  review  of  the  KGS  report  and  maps,  the  team  found  that  the  KGS  is 
technically  and  procedurally  sound  and  defensible. 


IBLA  87-0309 


APPELLANT  -  C.  GRYNBERG 


The  appellant  asserts  that:  (1)  the  subject  acreage  is  depleted  by 
water  encroachment;  (2)  a  permeability  barrier  exists  between  her  lease 
and  the  reservoir;  (3)  it  is  a  breach  of  contract  to  raise  her  rental 
fee;  and  (4)  the  subject  acreage  is  downdip  and  drained. 

The  District's  response  adequately  discussed  all  assertions  by  the 
appellant.   It  discusses  the  oil-water  contact  as  cutting  the  lease 
whether  either  BLM's  or  Grynberg's  interpretation  is  used.   The 
appellant  provides  no  evidence  for  alternate  geologic  interpretations. 
The  permeability  barrier,  if  it  exists,  is  north  of  the  subject 
acreage,  not  between  the  lease  and  the  reservoir.   The  rental  increase 
is  provided  for  in  the  lease  terms.   And,  finally,  the  lease  is  on 
strike  with  two  producing  wells. 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 


CHICKEN  SPRINGS  BASIN  KGS 

Based  on  a  review  of  the  KGS  report  and  maps,  the  team  found  that  the  KGS  is 
technically  and  procedurally  sound  and  defensible. 


IBLA  86-0300 


APPELLANT  -  WESTERN  AMER.  EXPLOR. 


The  appellant  contends  that  the  lease  in  question  is  completely 
surrounded  by  dry  holes  and  that  there  is  no  structural  anomaly. 

[NO  RESPONSE  WAS  MADE  TO  THE  STATEMENT  OF  REASONS] 

RECOMMENDATION:   Do  not  remand. 

The  District  Office  should  contact  the  Office  of  the 
Solicitor  and  discuss  the  feasibility  of  submitting  a 
response  to  the  SOR. 
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FINDINGS 

The  team  found  three  appeals  involving  two  KGS  classifications  where  the 
appellant  had  identified  an  error  in  the  KGS  classification.   In  all  three 
cases,  the  team  recommended  remand  so  that  the  BLM  can  correct  the  KGS 
classifications.   The  following  three  appeals  are  recommended  for  remand: 

(1)  IBLA  86-0391  Steinle  Ranch  KGS,  Casper  DO,  WY 
The  KGS  is  geologically  sound  and  technically  correct,  but  the 
administrative  boundary  is  drawn  improperly.   The  team  recommends  remand 
so  that  the  administrative  boundary  can  be  corrected. 

(2)  IBLA  86-1067  Unnamed  KGS  (Rio  Puerco),  Albuquerque  DO,  NM 
This  KGS  is  geologically  incomplete  and  procedurally  incorrect.   The  KGS 
boundary  is  arbitrary;  it  is  based  on  spacing  units  rather  than  the 
geologic  limit  of  the  reservoir.   The  team  recommends  remand  so  that  the 
reservoir  limit  can  be  determined.   The  entire  area  can  probably  be 
properly  classified  KGS  upon  completion  of  a  geologic  evaluation  of  the 
limit  of  the  fractured  reservoir. 

(3)  IBLA  86-1492  Unnamed  KGS  (Rio  Puerco),  Albuquerque  DO,  NM 
The  KGS  is  the  same  in  IBLA-86-1067 ,  above.   The  team  recommends  remand  so 
that  the  limit  of  the  reservoir  can  be  determined.   The  entire  area  can 
probably  be  properly  classified  KGS  upon  completion  of  a  geologic 
evaluation  of  the  limit  of  the  trap.   The  production  from  the  Gallup  in 
the  Media  field  should  also  be  evaluated  for  possible  inclusion  into  the 
Rio  Puerco  reservoir. 


The  audit  team  agreed  that  the  remaining  89  appeals  had  not  identified  errors 
in  the  KGS  classifications.   The  appellants  presented  arguments  that  either: 
(1)  indicated  a  lack  of  understanding  of  Federal  law  and  regulations;  (2) 
indicated  a  lack  of  understanding  of  the  KGS  definition  in  43  CFR;  or  (3) 
presented  a  geologic  interpretation  which,  although  differing,  did  not  justify 
altering  the  BLM's  conclusions. 


The  team  reviewed  the  appellants'  Statement  of  Reasons  (SOR)  and  compared  the 
arguments  presented  with  the  KGS  report  and  maps  and  the  BLM's  response  to  the 
SOR.   The  team  agreed  that  the  BLM  field  offices  either  had  already  adequately 
defended  or  could  reasonably  defend  all  89  appeals. 

The  team  observed  two  KGS  classifications  with  new  drilling  and  production 
outside  the  KGS:  Hemphill  KGS  in  Texas  and  the  Newaygo-Mecosta  KGS  in 
Michigan.   These  areas  need  additional  study  to  determine  whether  the  current 
KGS  classifications  require  expansion. 
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The  team  found  that  most  of  the  appealed  KGS  classifications  were  based  on  a 
thorough  geologic  evaluation  by  experienced  petroleum  geologists  and  had  been 
reviewed  by  senior  petroleum  geologists  with  KGS  experience. 

Most  of  the  Bureau's  responses  to  the  appellants'  Statements  of  Reasons  were 
adequately  written.   These  responses  are  difficult  to  prepare  because  they 
require  detailed  technical  discussions,  yet  must  be  readily  understood  by 
lawyers  and  judges.   The  team  found  several  BLM  responses  to  the  appellant's 
SOR  where  the  field  offices  had  not  clearly  answered  the  arguments  raised  by 
the  appellant.   The  team  also  observed  cases  where  the  BLM  had  not  responded 
to  the  SOR.   In  those  cases,  the  audit  team  recommended  that  the  field  office 
consult  with  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor  and,  if  possible,  either  answer  the 
SOR  or  clarify  the  BLM  response  so  that  the  IBLA  would  have  a  complete  or 
correct  record. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Most  of  the  KGS  classifications  reviewed  are  technically  and  procedurally 
sound  and  defensible.   The  KGS  classifications  are,  generally,  well  documented 
by  a  thorough  geologic  report  and  detailed  geologic  maps.   Detailed  documen- 
tation of  KGS  classification  and  availability  of  the  geologic  report  and  map 
to  the  prospective  appellant  should  reduce  the  number  of  appeals  or  at  least 
reduce  the  work  required  to  respond  to  an  appellant's  SOR. 

Most  of  the  appealed  KGS  classifications  were:  (1)  based  on  a  thorough 
geologic  evaluation  by  experienced  petroleum  geologists;  and  (2)  reviewed  by 
senior  petroleum  geologists  having  KGS  experience.   Each  KGS  classification  is 
unique;  no  two  oil  or  gas  reservoirs  are  the  same.   The  geologic  evaluation  of 
the  producing  oil  or  gas  field  is  exacting  and  difficult.   The  petroleum 
geologist  who  classifies  a  KGS  must  be  knowledgeable  in  subsurface  geology  and 
experienced  in  the  kinds  of  reservoirs  present.   The  team  concludes  that  the 
BLM  should  provide  KGS  technical  experts  to  those  field  offices  where 
additional  expertise  is  needed. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1.  The  BLM  remand  the  three  appeals:   IBLA  86-0391,  Steinle  Ranch;  IBLA 
86-1067,  Unnamed  KGS  (Rio  Puerco);  and  IBLA  86-1492,  Unnamed  KGS  (Rio 
Puerco). 

2.  The  Tulsa  District  Office  study  the  new  wells  outside  the  Hemphill  KGS, 
Texas,  for  a  possible  expansion  of  the  KGS. 


The  Milwaukee  District  Office  study  the  new  wells  drilled  outside  the 
Newaygo-Mecosta  KGS,  Michigan,  for  a  possible  stratigraphic  addition  to 
the  KGS. 


BLM  field  offices  respond  to  all  of  the  appellant's  Statements  of  Reasons, 
and  clarify  the  responses  to  the  SOR  where  indicated  in  this  report. 
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5.   The  BLM  hold  a  workshop  on  responding  to  the  appellant's  SOR  in  KGS 
appeals . 


6.   The  Bureau  establish  a  permanent  KGS  Technical  Assistance  Committee  as  a 
continuing  focal  point  for  KGS  expert  advice. 
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APPENDIX  — 


Case  No. 

85-0609 

85-0661 

85-0785 

85-0854 

85-0858 

85-0871 

85-0936 

86-0156 

86-0157 

86-0186 

86-0210 

86-0223 

86-0229 

86-0230 

86-0232 

86-0233 

86-0252 

86-0269 

86-0270 

86-0271 

86-0272 

86-0273 

86-0274 

86-0275 

86-0276 

86-0300 

86-0354 

86-0368 

86-0370 

86-0391 

86-0392 

86-0393 

86-0618 

86-1044 

86-1067 

86-1481 

86-1492 

86-1597 

86-1604 

86-1615 

86-1619 

86-1620 

86-1621 

86-1622 

87-0040 

87-0041 

87-0051 

87-0060 


Listing  of  KGS  Appeals  in  IBLA  as  of  August  6,  1987 
Appellant  Office         KGS 


CAROL  ANN  HOFFMAN 
VERA  KOCHERGAN 
LAWRENCE  A.  EGAN 
CAROLYN  J.  McCUTCHIN 
KATHLEEN  M.  BLAKE,  et  al. 
KATHLEEN  M.  BLAKE,  et  al. 
CAROLYN  J.  McCUTCHIN 
BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 
BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 

SIMONS 

COFFMAN, 


INC. 


LOWELL  J. 
THOMAS  D. 
B.  A.  WILFORD 
BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 
BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 
PETEX,  INC. 
GERALD  D'UNGER 
STEPHEN  E.  BUBALA 
BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 
BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 
BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 
BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 
BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 
BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 
JACK  J.  GRYNBERG 
BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 
WESTERN  AMERICAN  EXPLN. 
JACK  J.  GRYNBERG 
BEARD  OIL  COMPANY 
JUDY  P.  CLIFTON 
EDWARD  F.  GRAY 
CELESTE  C.  GRYNBERG 
CELESTE  C.  GRYNBERG 
L.  M.  GRACE,  JR. 
HARUE  0.  McVAY 
BETH  ALLEN  BLAKEMORE 
CHARLES  J.  RYDZEWSKI 
CELESTE  C.  GRYNBERG 
WILFRED  PLOMIS 
ROGER  SCHOCK 
ECOLOGICAL  ENG. 
EILEEN  SCULLY 
LEON  F.  SCULLY,  JR. 
LEON  F.  SCULLY, 
LEON  F.  SCULLY, 
ROBERT  E.  ECKELS 
EILEEN  SCULLY 
LEONARD  J.  OLHEISER 
JANET  I.  WHITE 


SYS.,  INC. 


JR. 
JR. 


ES  (J) 

Bayou-Middle  Fk. 

NM  (R) 

Unnamed 

Morrow 

WY  (R) 

Frenchi 

es  Draw 

WY  (RS) 

S.  Baxter  Basin 

WY  (RS) 

Big  Piney-LaBarge 

WY  (RS) 

Big  Piney-LaBarge 

NM  (A) 

Rio  Puerco 

NM  (T) 

Hemphil 

1 

NM  (T) 

Hemphil 

1 

MT  SO 

Trenton 

NM  (T) 

Hemphil 

1 

NM  (R) 

Unnamed 

Morrow 

NM  (T) 

Hemphil 

1 

NM  (T) 

Hemphil 

1 

ES  (J) 

Batson- 

Lowgap 

CA  (B) 

Oxnard 

CA  (B) 

Oxnard 

NM  (T) 

Hemphill 

NM  (T) 

Hemphill 

NM  (T) 

Hemphill 

NM  (T) 

Hemphill 

NM  (T) 

Hemphill 

NM  (T) 

Hemphill 

NM  (T) 

Hemphill 

NM  (T) 

Hemphill 

WY  (W) 

Chicken  Springs 

WY  (W) 

Gooseberry 

NM  (T) 

Hemphill 

WY  (RS) 

Salt  Wells 

WY  (C) 

Steinle  Ranch 

WY  (RS) 

Salt  Wells 

WY  (RS) 

Salt  Wells 

WY  (R) 

Wind  River 

NM  (T) 

Hemphill 

NM  (A) 

Rio  Puerco 

MT  SO 

Unnamed 

NM  (A) 

Rio  Puerco 

CA  (B) 

North  Ramona 

WY  (C) 

Taylor 

WY  (C) 

Hilight 

ES  (M) 

Newaygo-Mecos  ta 

ES  (M) 

Newaygo-Mecos  ta 

ES  (M) 

Newaygo-Mecos  ta 

ES  (M) 

Newaygo-Mecos  ta 

ES  (M) 

Newaygo-Mecos  ta 

ES  (M) 

Newaygo-Mecos  ta 

WY  (R) 

Washakie  Basin 

ES  (M) 

Newaygo - 

-Mecosta 
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Case  No. 

87-0061 

87-0062 

87-0063 

87-0076 

87-0077 

87-0078 

87-0079 

87-0080 

87-0081 

87-0088 

87-0090 

87-0096 

87-0143 

87-0149 

87-0163 

87-0171 

87-0230 

87-0243 

87-0244 

87-0245 

87-0246 

87-0259 

87-0309 

87-0317 

87-0374 

87-0375 

87-0381 

87-0390 

87-0474 

87-0496 

87-0546 

87-0553 

87-0598 

87-0611 

87-0612 

87-0618 

87-0619 

87-0620 

87-0621 

87-0622 

87-0623 

87-0624 

87-0625 

87-0642 


Listing  of  KGS  Appeals  (Cont.) 
Appellant  Office  KGS 


WILFRED  PLOMIS 
GEORGE  HAYMANS,  III 
PHILIP  L.  WHITE 
CELESTE  C.  GRYNBERG 
JACK  J.  GRYNBERG 
JOY  GOLDSCHMIDT 
OSAGE  ASSOCIATES 
PAUL  E.  PENDERGRASS 
TERRA  RESOURCES,  INC. 
EXCELSIOR  EXPL.  CORP. 
LEON  F.  SCULLY,  JR 
PATRICIA  A.  LAUDON 
JACK  J.  GRYNBERG 
BRUNO  D'AGOSTINO 
SINCLAIR  OIL  CORPORATION 
JOY  GOLDSCHMIDT 
CELESTE  C.  GRYNBERG 
WILFRED  PLOMIS 
PENINSULAR  OIL  &  GAS  CO. 
PENINSULAR  OIL  &  GAS  CO. 
GEORGE  S.  HAYMANS 
PENINSULAR  OIL  &  GAS  CO. 
CELESTE  C.  GRYNBERG 
CELESTE  C.  GRYNBERG 
WINSTON  L.  THORNTON 
BILL  T.  WALKER 
HARRY  PTASYNSKI 
ANN  F.  HUDSON 
WESTERN  AMERICAN  EXPL.  CO. 
ROBERT  AND  DOROTHY  RAD ANT 
RICKY  J.  CALHOON 
JACK  J.  GRYNBERG 
JACK  R.  PARKER 
JOSEPHINE  M.  HEYING 
EDWARD  R.  TINSLEY,  III 
NEARBURG  PETROLEUM  PART. 
NEARBURG  PETROLEUM  PART. 
NEARBURG  PETROLEUM  PART. 
NEARBURG  PETROLEUM  PART. 
NEARBURG  PETROLEUM  PART. 
NEARBURG  PETROLEUM  PART. 
NEARBURG  PETROLEUM  PART. 
LIBERTY  PETROLEUM  CORP. 
EDWARD  F.  SCHOLLS 


ES 

(M) 

ES 

(M) 

WY 

(RS) 

WY 

(R) 

WY 

(R) 

WY 

(R) 

WY 

(R) 

WY 

(R) 

WY 

(RS) 

ES 

(M) 

ES 

(M) 

CO 

SO 

WY 

(R) 

ES 

(M) 

MT 

SO 

WY 

(R) 

WY 

(RS) 

ES 

(M) 

ES 

(M) 

ES 

(M) 

ES 

(M) 

ES 

(M) 

WY 

(W) 

WY 

(C) 

WY 

(RS) 

WY 

(RS) 

NM 

(A) 

WY 

(RS) 

WY 

(RS) 

CO 

SO 

ES 

(J) 

ES 

(M) 

NM 

(R) 

NM 

(R) 

NM 

(R) 

NM 

(R) 

NM 

(R) 

NM 

(R) 

NM 

(R) 

NM 

(R) 

NM 

(R) 

NM 

(R) 

NM 

(R) 

ES 

(J) 

Newaygo-Mecosta 
Newaygo-Mecos  ta 
Washakie  Basin 
Washakie  Basin 
Washakie  Basin 
Washakie  Basin 
Washakie  Basin 
Washakie  Basin 
S.  Baxter  Basin 
Newaygo-Mecos  ta 
Newaygo-Mecos  ta 
Sulphur  Creek 
Washakie  Basin 
Newaygo-Mecosta 
N.  Billings  Nose 
Washakie  Basin 
Washakie  Basin 
Newaygo-Mecos  ta 
Newaygo-Mecosta 
Mewaygo-Mecos  ta 
Newaygo-Mecos  ta 
Newaygo-Mecos  ta 
Little  Polecat 
Dennell  Draw 
Big  Piney-LaBarge 
Big  Piney-LaBarge 
Bisti 

Big  Piney-LaBarge 
S.  Baxter  Basin 
Greater  Douglas 
Batson-Low  Gap 
Newaygo-Mecos  ta 
Bandana  Point 
Bandana  Point 
Bandana  Point 
Bandana  Point 
Bandana  Point 
Bandana  Point 
Bandana  Point 
Bandana  Point 
Bandana  Point 
Bandana  Point 
Bandana  Point 
Mary  Ann  Field 
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